
2004/G057

G057-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G148

G148-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G047

G047-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G151

G151-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G150

G150-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G328

G328-1
Section 4.4.1.2 and Section 4.4.4 under Impact AES-1 address this
topic. Appendix F contains additional simulations prepared for
viewpoints at elevated sites along the Malibu coastline and inland
areas.

G328-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR, and the main odorant station has been relocated to
the FSRU with a smaller backup odorant facility onshore. Sections
2.4.1.3, 4.2.7, 4.7.4, 4.12, 4.18.4, 6.2.2, and 6.2.3 contain updated
text on this topic.

G328-3
Table 4.2-2 identifies representative hazards and threats
considered in the public safety analysis. Section 4.3.4 contains
revised text and additional information on this topic. Section 4.3.1.4
contains information on marine traffic safety measures.

G328-4
Impact MT-6 in Section 4.3.4 addresses potential conflicts in the
Point Mugu Sea Range and the SOCAL Range Complex. The Navy
has indicated that if the mitigation measures for Impact MT-6 are
implemented, the impact would be reduced below its significance
criteria. Transiting LNG carriers would not be expected to enter any
areas in which the Navy is conducting exercises.



2004/G206

G206-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

Section 4.4 contains information on aesthetics. Appendix F
provides additional information on the visual analysis and how
visibility from various distances was evaluated.

Section 4.7 discusses marine biological resources, and Section
4.7.4 discusses impacts and mitigation.

Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.

Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU and LNG carriers.

Section 5.4 discusses irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
resources.

Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.6.1, and 4.2.7.6 contain information on the
potential threat of a terrorist attack.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 4.6.1.3 contains a revised discussion of
Project emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4
includes revised mitigation measures. Section 4.18.4 discusses
water quality and sediment impacts.

Section 1.2.3 addresses natural gas needs in California and has
been updated.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources as alternatives to the Project within the context of
the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report
and other State and Federal energy reports.

Impact ENE-2 in Section 4.10.4 discusses the beneficial impact of
the proposed Project on local and regional energy supplies.

G206-2
Table 1.4-1 summarizes the issues raised on the proposed Project
during scoping and public comments periods and it identifies the
sections within the EIS/EIR where the issues are addressed.



The Monterey Bay Aquarium currently has two shark study
programs. One involves tagging and field studies involving juvenile
and adult white sharks. The research group tags and releases
white sharks netted accidentally in commercial fishing gear for
several weeks each summer. The other study involves a long term
white shark exhibit where one juvenile white shark (housed at the
aquarium since 2004) was tagged, released, and tracked.

Section 4.7.1.2 discusses marine fishes and essential fish habitat
(EFH) for fish common to the Project vicinity, including sharks.
Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 discusses impacts on EFH from
construction and mitigation that would be implemented. The
proposed Cabrillo Port Project is not expected to have an adverse
impact on any shark species or shark habitat. Shark “pupping
grounds” are known to occur for many shark species within the
Southern California Bight, which extends from Point Conception to
the Mexican border and out to the 200-mile limit. Pupping takes
place in shallow beaches, bays and estuaries (not offshore) and
juveniles generally remain in the coastal zone (less than 200 meter
depth). The Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary is not an
isolated or particularly important habitat for shark pupping. The
nearest Channel Island to the FSRU is Anacapa Island, which is
more than 18 NM away at its closest point, as shown in Figure
2.1-2.

Section 5.4 discusses irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
resources.

G206-3
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 discusses noise impacts on
marine mammals and mitigation. Section 4.6.1.3 contains a revised
discussion of Project emissions and proposed control measures.
Section 4.6.4 includes revised mitigation measures. Cathodic
protection is used to minimizing the impacts of electrolysis on
vessel hulls and appurtenances (see Section 4.2.8). Typically
cathodic protection is achieved using either anti-corrosion paints or
anodes. Anti-corrosion paints would inhibit the leaching of metals
from ship hulls, but the use of anodes does result in discharge of
metal residue over time as the corrosion occurs with the anodes.
The constituents released in the water are the metals used—zinc,
aluminum and to a lesser extent platinum. The U.S. Navy has
cooperated with the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Department of Defense to evaluate discharges from the effects of
cathodic protection and have determined that there is “a low
potential for causing adverse impacts on the marine environment”
(Phase I Uniform National Discharge Standards for Vessels of the
Armed Forces).

2004/G206



Section 4.18.2 discusses the regulatory setting for water quality and
sediments. Table 4.18-8 lists major laws, regulatory requirements,
and plans for water quality and sediments. Section 4.18.4
discusses water quality and sediment impacts.

Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU and LNG carriers.

Section 4.10.1.3 contains information on California’s 2005 Energy
Action Plan.

G206-4
Section 4.4 has been updated since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Impact AES-1 discusses the visibility of the FSRU
from onshore and Channel Island viewpoints. Figures 4.4-13 and
4.4-16 show simulations of views of the FSRU under clear sky
conditions. Appendix F provides additional information on the visual
analysis and how visibility from various distances was evaluated.

Some very slight smoke plumes or water vapor may be emitted
from the natural gas-powered vessels associated with the Project,
but they would be considerably less distinct than the smoke plumes
from typical cargo ships burning diesel of bunker fuel.

Section 4.4.1.1 provides a description of the manner in which the
offloading LNG carrier would tie up parallel to and immediately next
to (side by side not end to end) the FSRU, which would have a
slightly larger profile than a typical LNG carrier. At a distance of at
least 12 NM (the closest point of land on the mainland), it would be
difficult if not impossible to distinguish two separate vessels.

From a minimum distance of 12 NM, one could not ascribe an
"industrial character" to an unidentifiable offshore object at the
horizon. Viewers would naturally be inclined to assume that it is a
ship due to its location in a marine environment, but details of the
FSRU would not be discernible. For example, when one views the
Channel Islands from a mainland viewpoint, one cannot see details
on the islands (without a telescope or binoculars); only their profile
and a somewhat mottled overall color caused by variation in the
topography on the islands are visible.

Impact AES-2 addresses nighttime views from shore. Figure 4.4-18
shows a simulated nighttime view of the FSRU from a point on
shore.

2004/G206



G206-5
Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.6.1, and 4.2.7.6 contain information on the
potential threat of a terrorist attack. Table 4.2-2 summarizes
hazards and threats considered, including intentional events
caused by shoulder or aircraft-fired missiles or other tactical
weapons. As shown on Figure 2.1-2 and further summarized in
Table 4.2-1, the consequences of an accident involving LNG
transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would not reach the
shoreline.

Section 1.2.3 addresses natural gas needs in California and has
been updated.

Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
additional information on the role of renewables and conservation in
relation to projected energy demands.

The proposed Project is privately funded. If the Project is not
approved, the funding would not be available for Federal or State
projects.

Section 1.2 discusses the Project purpose and need.

Impact ENE-2 in Section 4.10.4 discusses the beneficial impact of
the proposed Project on local and regional energy supplies.

2004/G206



2004/G508

G508-1
The Applicant is required to adhere to all applicable Federal, State,
and local laws, regulations, and permit requirements in the
execution of all phases of the Project. Section 4.2.6 states, "The
environmental and occupational safety record for the Applicant's
worldwide operations, including, for example, mining ventures
overseas, was not considered in evaluating potential public safety
concerns associated with this Project because such operations are
not directly comparable to the processes in the proposed Project."
The conclusions in the EIS/EIR are based on the analyses of
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project and the
implementation assumptions stated in Section 4.1.7. However, the
Applicant's safety and environmental record will be taken into
account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G508

G508-2
The cited legislation pertains only to LNG facilities proposed for
onshore locations or locations within state waters. The proposed
Project is governed safely by the provisions of the DWPA, as
amended, which are administered by the USCG and MARAD.

G508-3
Section 4.2.5 contains information on the Applicant's insurance
coverage and cost recovery for incidents.

G508-4
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain additional and revised
information on public safety. The worst credible case scenario
modeled in the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1)
involved an intentional event resulting in the release of 53 million
gallons (200,000 m3) of LNG to the ocean surface. Section 4.2.7.2
describes the likely potential consequences of such a scenario.



2004/G508

G508-5
Mitigation Measure PS-1e in Section 4.2.7.6 addresses this topic.
In addition, the marine safety and security requirements cited in
Appendix C3, under the topic of secondary containment and
thermal management, identifies International Gas Carrier (IGC)
Code requirements that concern insulation.

G508-6
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories independently reviewed it,
as discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.

G508-7
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1)
defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

G508-8
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks. Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent



Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information on public
safety impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The analysis
indicates that the maximum impact distance of an accident or
intentional incident would involve a vapor cloud dispersion
extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU
would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident or intentional
incident involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the
FSRU would extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles)
from the shoreline.

G508-9
As indicated in Section 4.6.2, the natural gas imported by the
proposed Project would need to meet the requirements of Rule 30
and General Order 58-A of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) or it could not be accepted for distribution by
SoCalGas. Rule 30, as described, has specific requirements,
including a heating value range.

Section 4.6.2 contains additional information on the regulatory
setting affecting air quality and a revised discussion of the heating
value of imported natural gas that incorporates the recent
rulemaking by the CPUC. An analysis of the impacts of the CPUC
rulemaking is beyond the scope of this document as required by
NEPA and the CEQA.
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2004/G508

G508-10
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.20.3.6 discuss Project emissions of
greenhouse gases. The Project has been modified since issuance
of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. Section 4.6.1.3 contains a
revised discussion of Project emissions and proposed control
measures. Section 4.6.4 includes revised mitigation measures.
Also, the LNG is proposed to come from Australia.

G508-11
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources,
which in this case is proposed to be Australia.

G508-12
Section 4.2.7.3 and Appendix C3-2 contain information on LNG
carrier security.

Impact MT-2 in Section 4.3.4 contains information on security
zones for LNG carriers. As discussed, the USCG does not establish
security zones for LNG carriers that are beyond 12 nautical miles
(NM) from shore; the proposed LNG carrier routes are farther than
12 NM from shore.

G508-13
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G509

G509-1
The natural gas that would be supplied by this Project would be
used by the Southern California Gas Company throughout its
natural gas transmission system.

Section 4.20.1.3 discusses the proposed LNG terminal at the Port
of Long Beach.

G509-2
Sections 4.20.1 and 4.20.3 describe and evaluate proposed LNG
projects that are currently known.

G509-3
Section 4.2 discusses this topic.

G509-4
The proposed Project has a set capacity as described in Chapter 2;
the Applicant has indicated that it would utilize all of the capacity.

All LNG proposed ports in Federal waters must go through the
NEPA process. Therefore, citizens have the opportunity to provide
comments during the EIS scoping and comment periods, and at
licensing hearings.

If a company other than the Applicant wanted to use Cabrillo Port,
the license would have to be modified. The modification process
would be similar to the original licensing process.

G509-5
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.

G509-6
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.



2004/G159

G159-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G123

G123-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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